Introduction
On January 23 rd 2011, the streets of Brussels were filled with a crowd of angry protestors.
No less than 34,000 Belgians had grouped together in their capital to protest against the political deadlock their country had been in for several months. "What is going on in Belgium?" It is this question that I asked myself after seeing these events on the news, and so I became curious to find out more about the Belgian political crisis. My curiosity was driven partly by being Belgian myself (though living in the Netherlands) and wanting to know what was going on in my home country, but also by the amazement about the fact that a Western, developed country that is part of the European Union has been unable to form a government for such a long time. 3 This paper is the result of that curiosity, and in it I present an analysis of the aforementioned crisis. Given that the origin of the crisis is political, I went about investigating political debates and relevant discourse in order to locate the exact problem that caused the political deadlock.
The method I used to do so is that of Analytical Discourse Evaluation as developed by
Teun Dekker. 4 Using Analytical Discourse Evaluation (ADE), I came across a very important argument made by a Flemish party (the N-VA) that could be labeled as the cause of the ongoing political crisis.
Before presenting this argument, however, I first take the time to explain more indepth the context of the crisis at hand as it will give the reader a better understanding of the matters that will be discussed. This involves an explanation of the Belgian electoral system. Second, the argument -which I call the "communautairy" argument -will be explained, subjected to ADE and evaluated. Third and finally, I review the presented argument and its evaluation. From these I draw some concluding remarks regarding my findings and their meaning for the Belgian political crisis.
Context of the Belgian Political Crisis
Before I delve into the relevant political events that occurred in Belgium between a year ago and now, it is helpful to first gain an understanding of the Belgian electoral system. and Di Rupo themselves) has not been able to progress the formation in any noteworthy way, and future prospects are that the status quo will continue to drag on. The cause for the political deadlock must thus be a fundamental conflict between the N-VA and the PS.
In order to identify, clarify and analyze this conflict, the method of Analytical Discourse
Evaluation is of great help.
Context of Selected Arguments
Before tending to the reconstruction of the arguments, it is fruitful to first make clear whose arguments they are, why I chose to analyze these particular arguments and what I hope to achieve by analyzing them. The arguments chosen are those made by the N-VA, which -as I described above -puts the interests of Flanders up front and ultimately hopes to turn
Flanders into an independent member-state of the European Union. Achieving this goal requires that Belgium seizes to exist (at least as we know it today) as Flanders would separate itself from Wallonia and the small German region in the east. It is this wish for a separation of the regions that the PS strongly opposes. They would rather see that Belgium remains a unity, be it with more state intervention. It is in the conflict of interests between the N-VA which pleads for a (as they themselves say) "Copernican turnaround", and the PS who desire the complete opposite, that I believe to have found the major cause for the political deadlock Belgium is in today: the N-VA refuses to negotiate with the PS as long as it is not prepared to
give Flanders more autonomy, while the PS refuses to negotiate with the N-VA as long as they do not give up on their ideal of a separated Flemish state. The result is that nothing has been achieved for over a year as the parties simply refuse to talk to one another.
The main problematic factor in this situation seems to be the N-VA's desire for changing the Belgian status quo. Therefore, I chose to focus on the argument of the N-VA, as the outcome of an analysis of their argumentation can be two things: either the N-VA presents a coherent, acceptable and altogether legitimate argument, in which case implementing the changes they desire indeed is the best thing to do, or, they fail to provide a legitimate support for their case which means that their proposal is not the way to go. Focusing on the N-VA in my analysis will thus most likely produce the most direct and conclusive result.
What I hope to achieve is to, first of all, come to either one of the possible conclusive results and in addition, if the arguments should turn out to be false, investigate what could be the N-VA's motives to argue for their case.
Reconstructing and Evaluating the Communautairy Argument
This argument the N-VA puts forward is a defense of the first and crucial step to their ideal of a separated, independent and autonomous Flanders: getting rid of the federal government and letting the regions (Flanders, Wallonia) decide for themselves. If this argument can be tackled, their goal loses its reasonability and legitimacy. Before delving into an analysis of the argument, it is necessary to first gain an understanding of what is meant with the concept "communautair".
"Communautair" generally means "concerning the community". However, in the case of Belgium, an additional meaning is added that is rather case-specific:
In Belgium the word "communautair" indicates everything that has to do with the relations between the country's two major language communities: the Dutchspeaking and the French-speaking people. 9 "Communautair," Online Encyclopedie, accessed March 13, 2011, http://www.encyclo.nl/begrip/ communautair ("In België duidt het woord "communautair" op alles wat te maken heeft met de verhoudingen tussen de twee grote taalgroepen van het land: Nederlandstaligen en Franstaligen.").
The relationships between the regions, Brussels and the local communities are legally recorded in, and arranged by, the language-legislation-act of 1962 and have been incorporated into later state reforms. 10 Nowadays, the term "communautair" has come to be redefined through its increasingly negative use. With that I mean that the word pops up everywhere where there is a conflict between a Flemish party and a Walloon party, and every time that the Flemings complain about anything Walloon, and vice versa. Indeed, "communautair" seems to have turned into a synonym for "linguistic conflict", and at the same time has also become a referent to all problems that the ongoing linguistic conflict supposedly brings about -especially the inability to agree on any political matters. If anything, this is certainly the sense of the word in which the N-VA uses it:
We conclude that Belgium has become the sum of two different democracies that keep on growing in opposite directions.
[…] Everything in this country has become communautair.
11
Belgium at this point is not a federation, not a confederation but a "contra-federation":
it is nearly impossible to find a political theme on which people in both parts of the country can agree.
12
At this point, we are able to commence our analysis of the argument.
The core of the argument is constructed as follows:
[Data] Belgium is communautair.
[Warrant] If a country is communautair, then the different linguistic regions should decide for themselves.
[Claim] The regions (Flanders, Wallonia) should govern themselves independently.
What the N-VA is doing here basically are two things: first, they point out that there is a problem, namely that Belgium is communautair. Second, they provide a solution to the problem, namely to let the regions decide for themselves:
It is time to put things right both financially and institutionally.
[…] A major state reform has to assign important homogeneous authority packages to the federal states.
13
The 
Data and Verifiers
Everything in this country has become communautair. There is a totally different vision regarding migration, the judiciary is slow, the prison system is hopelessly outdated. The
Belgian budget deficit increased again because the federal budget derailed […] . In order to evaluate the Data of the argument, we must turn to the Verifier, which is formalized as follows:
[Data\Data] In Belgium, there is no consensus regarding migration (a), the judiciary is slow (b), the prison system is hopelessly outdated (c), the budget deficit has increased (d) and there is a lack of responsibility (e).
[Data\Warrant] If (a), (b), (c), (d) and (e) are the case, then a country is communautair.
[Data\Claim] Belgium is communautair. (d) goes, a lot of countries will qualify, given the global economic turmoil.
Obviously, the logic expressed in the Verifier is rather questionable. The Verifier stands or falls depending on the answer to the question: "Are (a), (b), (c), (d) and (e) legitimate qualifiers of a communautairy crisis?" Given that all five indicators can be the case in a country while that country is not necessarily communautair (i.e. in a linguistic conflict)
-like Suriname -the answer would definitely be "no". Nonetheless, perhaps if we delve 17 I deliberately use the formulation "communautairy crisis" to stress that the N-VA uses the term "communautair" as indicating that there is a constant linguistic conflict going on and that it has negative consequences on politics, such as the inability to agree -so creating a deadlock or crisis. The whole political crisis can thus also be captured under the term "communautairy crisis".
into the argument a little further we might understand how the N-VA has to come to the [Data\Warrant] expressed in the Verifier. So, let us take a look at the logical step preceding this statement:
[Data\Warrant\Data] If (a), (b), (c), (d) and (e) are the case, then these are the result of constant linguistic conflict.
[Data\Warrant\Warrant] If there is constant linguistic conflict in a country, then that country is communautair. Or yet even more importantly, that they are simply there because the parties cannot agree as a result of their ideological differences. But we will return to that later. The bottom line is that the logical step "Q (negative consequences) therefore P (communautairy crisis)", cannot legitimately be made. In addition, even the first step -"if P (communautairy crisis) then Q ((a) through (e))" -is not a valid one as (a), (b), (c), (d) and (e) 
Warrant and Claim
Now that we have explored the upper branch of the communautairy argument (see Figure   7 .2), I would like to turn the attention towards the [Warrant] of the main argument: "If a country is communautair, then the different linguistic regions should govern themselves independently." 18 The premise on which this statement rests is as follows:
[Warrant\Data] If a country is communautair, then the federal government (consisting of political parties that speak different native languages) is paralyzed.
[Warrant\Warrant] If the federal government is paralyzed as a result of the country being communautair, then the different linguistic regions should each govern themselves independently.
[Warrant\Claim] If a country is communautair, then the different linguistic regions should govern themselves independently.
For a moment, we will not focus specifically on Belgium, but rather discuss the consequences for a country that finds itself struck by a communautairy crisis, and consider the solution offered by the N-VA: decentralizing the federal government to the linguistically dissimilar regions. So, let us imagine a country in which two major populations live in their own region and each speaks a different language. In this country, the federal government is paralyzed as a result of a linguistic conflict between the two populations. 19 Consequentially, there is a political deadlock without the prospect of things getting resolved within a reasonable period of time. It would not be unreasonable to think that some politicians might say in this case: "Well, things seem to not be working out between both parties, and we should really be tending to policies regarding x and y, so why not stop this and each decide on policies regarding our regions separately?" On the other hand, changing the political structure of a country like that is not a minor operation, and for that reason it is more likely that in such a situation the conflict would instead be waited out or put aside. After all, the conflict cannot be everlasting if it is of a linguistic nature, as we have dismissed the N-VA's premise that speaking different languages leads to an inevitable and constant conflict. If the nature of the conflict is linguistic, it can at most be based on an unfortunate translation or misunderstood linguistic custom and will eventually be resolved.
20
This short illustration, first of all, questions whether decentralizing the federal government is the way to deal with a crisis of linguistic origin, and second, it becomes apparent that the term "communautairy" needs to be juggled with in order to still be applicable. In thinking about whether the solution to a real communautairy crisis would actually be to let the regions decide for themselves, I had to redefine "communautair" from "inevitable, constant linguistic conflict that results when two parties speak different languages", to "possible and temporary conflict that arises as the result of a linguistic misunderstanding between parties". This redefinition of the term was unavoidable if the term was to be used further in the argument at all, since the N-VA's definition isas we already discussed -unacceptable. So, we meet the N-VA halfway by not directly dismissing their complete argument, but instead help them through a redefinition of their key concept. However, the consequence is that their Claim becomes illegitimate, as it has proven that with the new definition of "communautair", letting the linguistically different regions govern themselves is by far not the easiest, nor the best solution.
19 Please mind that I do not claim this conflict to be the inevitable consequence of the populations speaking different languages, nor that it is constant -as is both suggested by the N-VA, but are invalid statements. Rather, let us image there to be a conflict of longer duration as a result of a misunderstanding.
20 I am aware of the fact that, in history, misunderstandings have been left unresolved and have led to major changes and events. What I try to point out is that a misunderstanding is only temporary in that it has the potential to be resolved, in binary opposite to N-VA's idea of an inherently irresolvable linguistic conflict. In Belgium the word "communautair" indicates everything that has to do with the relations between the country's two major language groups: the Dutch-speaking and the French-speaking people.
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Given that -as I pointed out above -the relationships between the regions, Brussels and the local communities are legally recorded in, and arranged by, the languagelegislation-act of 1962, the term "communautair" therefore also refers to the mentioned language-legislation-act. 22 If we accept this formulation, the N-VA does make a valid point in claiming that if a country is communautair -that is, when the relations between linguistically different regions are arranged by some law(s) -a constant conflict is the result if that law is bothersome to such a degree that cooperation becomes impossible.
The N-VA's following premise can then be labeled as valid to a certain extent (Figure 7 .2, bottom right):
[Warrant\Warrant\Data] If the federal government is paralyzed as a result of the country being communautair, then co-governance between linguistically dissimilar regions becomes impossible.
[Warrant\Warrant\Warrant] If co-governance between linguistically dissimilar regions is impossible, then those different regions should each govern themselves independently.
[Warrant\Warrant\Claim] If the federal government is paralyzed as a result of the country being communautair, then the different linguistic regions should each govern themselves independently.
"Communautair."
The logical structure here is:
[i] If A (the federal government is paralyzed as a result of the country being communautair), then B (co-governance is impossible).
[ii] If B (co-governance is impossible), then C (the different linguistic regions should each govern themselves independently).
[iii] If A (the federal government is paralyzed as a result of the country being communautair), then C (the different linguistic regions should each govern themselves independently). 
Figure 7.2 The Communautairy Argument
Belgium is communautair.
If (a), (b), (c), (d) and (e) It is not at all considered that the differences that are there might just be the result of different ideologies, and that the conflict between Flemish and Walloon political parties is thus a purely ideological conflict. Also notable is the absence of a proposal for changing the language-legislation-act of 1962 or the 1993 state reform that could very well be the source of the political problems.
Now that we know that, we might ask ourselves why the N-VA has not approached the political crisis in this way. I believe it is safe to say that the party is able to conclude the above for themselves as well, but that they rather chose to blame it on the linguistic differences between them and the French speaking parties. What could be their motivation to blame it on language instead of ideology? I believe that a reasonable possibility is that this move is of a strategic nature, as it allows the N-VA to make their proposal seem to be the only solution to the problem of the conflict between the Flemish and Walloon parties. One cannot change (at least reasonably) that the Flemings speak Flemish and the Walloon speak French. If one takes this given fact, and concludes that existing problems are the cause of linguistic difference, one is able to say: "The problems we have are caused by us speaking different languages, therefore we cannot work together; there can be no compromises -we have to govern ourselves, independent from our linguistically different neighbor." Keeping in mind that the N-VA is an openly Flemish-nationalist party that desires Flanders to become an independent member-state of the European Union, and thus separate itself from Wallonia, the conclusion to be drawn is obvious enough:
the communautairy argument is made by the N-VA to realize its own goal by making it appear to be the only solution to the political problems of Belgium. However, as we have evaluated their argument and found it to be invalid, the party cannot legitimately make it. I have now come to one of the conclusive results I set out to achieve in the introduction, and in this case it is that the N-VA's argument is illegitimate and that the changes they seek to implement are not the way to go.
I believe that our analysis and its results thus leave us with one, overarching conclusion.
That conclusion is that the N-VA makes these arguments to secure the promotion of their interests and goals, but that they are, however, invalid. Can we blame the N-VA for trying to realize its goals? No, I think not, as any good political party will strive to realize its goals.
Nonetheless, it is the means by which the party tries to do this that bothers me. I would rather have that the N-VA would be straightforward and say something like: "We are a nationalist party; we wish to decide for ourselves rather than working together with those
Walloons and we don't want to pay for them if they won't let us do what we want." 24 Of course, this is anything but graceful politics, yet it is clear what they want and the party does not try to hide behind false argumentation. Nevertheless, the N-VA has experienced a rise in popularity in Flanders, as the people that vote for them see the party, and especially party chairman Bart de Wever, as bravely fighting for the Flemish cause against the stubborn Walloon.
In any case, the political deadlock does not seem to be dissolved anytime soon. What this means for the future of Belgium, well, that is anybody's guess.
